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DETAILED ACTION 
Election/Restrictions 

1 . Applicant* s election with traverse of claims 5-13 in the reply filed on January 5, 
2009 is acknowledged. The traversal is on the ground(s) that the examiner has not 
provided indication that the claims were read in light of the description when considering 
the unity of invention. This is not found persuasive because, contrary to applicant's 
assertion, the examiner considered the claims in light of the description; however, this 
consideration did not affect the interpretation of the claims. Further, the unity of 
invention requirement is not met by the two groups due to the lack of a special technical 
feature, as discussed in the previous office action filed December 5, 2008. Due to the 
lack of a special technical feature, the groups cannot satisfy the unity of invention 
requirement under PCT Rule 13.1 because under PCT Rule 13.2 they lack the same or 
corresponding technical feature. 

The requirement is still deemed proper and is therefore made FINAL. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claims 5-13 are objected to for being dependent on non-elected claims that have 
been withdrawn. Applicant is advised to move the limitations present in the claims 
depended on into the current dependent claims. For the purposes of examination, the 
limitations have been incorporated. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
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3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 

the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the 

various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were 

made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 

37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not 

commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 

consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 

prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

4. Claims 5, 7 and 9-1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Ida (US 4,839,125). 

Regarding claim 5, Ida teaches producing a plate polymer from a polymerizable 
material containing methyl methacrylate (column 2, lines 15-17), using an apparatus 
having two endless belts, continuous gaskets, a heating zone for solidifying the 
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polymerizable material with a D/X ratio between 0.30 and 0.99 (column 6, lines 21-45). 
Ida teaches the rollers are spaced by 200 mm and the diameters are 90 mm so the distance 
between the axes (X) is either 200 or 290 (2 radii plus the distance between), either of 
which place D/X in the claimed range. Ida teaches the width of the belt is 800 mm and 
the diameter of the rolls is 90 nrni (colunm 6, lines 22 and 32). The examiner interprets 
the width of the roll body portion is not substantially greater than the width of the belt, 
therefore the D/Z ratio is greater than 0.04. Altematively, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to determine the desired width 
of the roll body portion because the roll body width needs to be optimized to be at least as 
wide as the belt but not too wide to incur unnecessary material costs. It has been held 
that optimization of a working variable is within routine skill of one in the art. 

Regarding claim 7, Ida teaches the employing gaskets at both sides of the endless 
belt to regulate the spreading of the raw material (column 5, lines 13-16). Ida teaches the 
gaskets are on the belt and the belt is 800 mm in width (column 6, line 22), therefore the 
gaskets regulate the thickness variation of the material to less than 1 meter. 

Regarding claim 9, the examiner interprets Ida teaches the maximum value of 
temperature rising is 60°C/min or less. Ida teaches passing the material through a hot 
water spray district and an infrared heater district at 120°C (column 6, lines 35-45). This 
process is consistent with applicant's disclosed method of regulating the temperature 
rising. Altematively, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to determine the ideal rate of temperature rising since it has been 
held that determining the optimum value of a result effective variable is within routine 



Application/Control Number: 10/541,155 Page 5 

Art Unit: 1791 

skill of one in the art. The rate of temperature rising is a result effective variable because 
it affects the final properties of the plate such as thermal deformation and optical strain. 

Regarding claim 10, Ida teaches passing the belts into a space at a temperature of 
50-100°C (column 6, lines 35-40). Ida does not explicitly teach the relative humidity is 
at least 50%. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to modify the process of Ida to maintain the relative humidity at 
50% since it has been held that optimizing a result effective variable is within ordinary 
skill of one in the art. Relative humidity is a result effective variable because it affects 
properties such as the rate of temperature rising. 

Regarding claim 11, Ida teaches using gaskets to seal the sides of the material 
(column 5, lines 13-16). Ida does not explicitly teach the compression strength or 
thickness. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to determine the ideal compression strength and thickness because 
both properties directly affect the final dimensions of the plate. 

5. Claims 6 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ida 
as applied to claim 5 above, and further in view of Nishi (JP 06-278148 - citations refer 
to attached machine translation). 

Ida teaches the method of claim 5, as applied above. 

Regarding claims 6 and 8, Ida does not explicitly teach a laser beam emitter the 

sides of the belt and reflecting the laser to regulate the variation width. However, Nishi 
teaches monitoring and regulating dimensions in a plate^oard production process using a 
laser emitting device (paragraph 0020). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
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skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the process of Ida to include a laser 
monitoring device because the device provides automated adjustments to the process 
based on detected variations from ideal dimensions (paragraph 0020). 

6. Claims 12 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ida as applied to claim 5 above, and further in view of Kato et al. (US 3,988,098). 

Ida teaches the method of claim 5, as applied above. 

Regarding claim 12, Ida teaches using gaskets, but does not explicitly teach 
blowing air into the gaskets to regulate the pressure. However, Kato teaches it is known 
to blowing fluids into a gasket to regulate the pressure (column 3, lines 13-20). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
the process of Ida to include fluid pressurized gaskets because the pressurized gaskets 
prevent polymer leakage (column 3, lines 5-10). 

Regarding claim 13, Ida does not explicitly teach the pressure in the gasket. 
However, Kato teaches the pressure is 50 mm water or less (column 3, lines 15-16). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify the process of Ida to include fluid pressurized gaskets at 50 mm water because the 
pressurized gaskets prevent polymer leakage (column 3, lines 5-10). 

Any inquiry conceming this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MICHAEL T. PIERY whose telephone number is 
(571)270-5047. The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th 7:30-6. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Christina Johnson can be reached on (571) 272-1 176. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this apphcation or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO 
Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information system, call 
800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Michael T Piery/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 1791 

/Monica A Huson/ 



Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1791 



